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 Father appeals from a juvenile court order terminating dependency jurisdiction 

over the minor children, and exit orders granting mother sole legal and physical custody 

of the children and limiting father to supervised visitation.  Father notes this appeal is a 

“protective appeal” intended to preserve issues raised in a prior appeal pending before 

this court.  Rather than write a new opening brief, father incorporates by reference the 

opening and reply briefs he filed in that related appeal.  (Rules of Court, rule 

8.200(a)(5).)   

 Father’s sole contention in this appeal is that the orders from which he appeals are 

“legally unsupportable because the factual basis for those orders, and the subsequent 
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orders, which removed the children from his legal and physical custody, denied 

reunification services to him, and allowed only supervised visits between him and his 

children, were not supported by substantial evidence and/or were an abuse of discretion, 

for the reasons specified in his opening and reply briefs in the related appeal C074723.”  

In our opinion in In re J.S. et al. (Oct. 17, 2014, C074723) [nonpub. opn.]), we concluded 

(1) substantial evidence supports the juvenile court orders removing the children from 

father’s custody and denying father reunification services, and (2) father forfeited his 

claim that the juvenile court abused its discretion in reducing his visitation.  Based on our 

opinion in the related appeal, we affirm the juvenile court orders terminating dependency 

jurisdiction and the exit orders granting mother sole legal and physical custody and 

limiting father to supervised visitation. 

DISPOSITION 

 The orders of the juvenile court are affirmed. 
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We concur: 
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